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ren 1978, p. 117), they faced four general problems: timing of pro-s and the evaluation; difficulties in adhering to the experimental n; role conflicts; and obstacles to evaluation extraneous to the pro-or research activities (Harland and Warren 1978).
ig of the Programs and Evaluation
lems arose both from the briefness of the life span of programs and valuation and from their concurrent starting points. Simultaneous ing of separate program and evaluation proposals, although an im-;ment over past practices, meant that the evaluation design was oped with negligible information about programs, that evaluators 10 opportunity to examine program proposals prior to their selection mding to assess their potential for evaluation or to contribute to pro-selection, and that programs were designed with little awareness of needs or design expectations of the Adult Evaluation. Because of the ble blind inception" (Harland and Warren 1978), the practical prob-of implementing an experimental design, of gaining access to agency ds, and of collecting large amounts of data often were overlooked un-s programs had been funded. This resulted in delays in operationaliz-rograms and in collecting data. Many of these problems might have avoided by selecting an evaluation team prior to the announcement program.3
rimental Design Issues
Adult Evaluation staff had major problems ensuring that the pro-staffs implemented and maintained an experimental design. The ram announcement had been unclear about research expectations, programs were not initially selected on the basis of their ability or will-jss to provide research data or adhere to an experimental design. ; it is hardly surprising that many program administrators did not ex-to have to adhere to a stated experimental design and resisted dishing special procedures to permit randomization. Other adminis-rs opposed the experimental design as unfairly denying the ex-lental treatment to the control group, addition, the program and evaluation faced a challenge from the
e second phase of the adult restitution experiment, the evaluator was selected prior to lection of program proposals; communication difficulties between program and evalua-affs were reduced and data gathering activities were greatly facilitated as a result (per-communication by Alan Harland, October 28, 1980).evaluators were monumental. In addition to the challenge posed by i quiring the evaluators to "conduct action research across the mileactivities and effectiveness of individual restitution pr< grams are few and flawed. To determine how restitution sanctions are bi regularity, program guidelines, the delimitation of the uses of these sentences.stitution as an alternative sentence that may limit the >pe and severity of court-imposed sanctions, restitution programmingion rate. Further analysis, controllingtimization Rates and Neighborhood Characteristics: Some Preliminary Findings. Paper presented at the meeting of the American Society of Criminology, Dallas, Tex., 1978.e Wolfgang et at. (1972) report. Cannot be retrieved from their published material.
